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REMARKS 

In response to the Office action dated August 8, 2006, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration based on the following remarks. Applicants respectfully submit that ttie claims 
as presented are in condition fi>r allowance. 

Claims 1-16 are pending in the present Application for consideratton upon entry of the 
followiuig remarks. Claims 1, 9 and 13 have been amended, leaving Claims 1-16 for 
consideration upon entry of the present amendment and following remarks. 

Support for the amendment to Claim 1 is at least found in the specification, tiie figures, 
and the claims as originally filed. More particularly, support for amended Claim 1 is at least 
found in the specification at Page 6, lines 16-18. Support for Claims 9 and 13 is at least found in 
the specification at Page 10, lines 21-24, Page 11, lines 20-23 and Figures 3A and 3B. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the claims are respectfidly requested in view of the 
following remarks. 

Ciatm Rft^c^pn^ U^4fr 35 K&C 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, §102(b) as being anticipated by Hunka, U.S. Patent 
No. 4,1 14,034 (hereinafter 'Hunka"). Applicants respectfiilly traverse. 

•*A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art referwce." Verdegaal Bros, V. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 

Amended Claim 1 recites, inter alia^ 

"... a light guide disposed at a sidewall of the case to introduce external lights into the 
case, a portion of the light guide being OMtwardlv nrotnided from the case . . r 

In the details of the Office action at Page 5, the Examiner cites Figures 1 and 3 as 
disclosing all of the limitations of Claim 1 . The Examiner further refers to a 'T:)eam splitter*' 
(Element 12) and a 'lens system" (Element 14) of Figure 1 of Hunka as disclosing the 'Tight 
guide^* of the claimed invention, 

Hunka discloses a ^Iseam splitter and a lens system, which projects the image from a 
viewing aperture onto a photosensitive array/* {See Col. 2, lines 19-23 and Figure 1.) As 
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illustrated in Figure 1 , both flie "beam splitter** (Element 12) and tbe "lens s^tem" (Element 14) 
are entii^iv contained in the 'TiDusing" (Element 1 1 0). (See Figure 1.) That is, no part of the 
* team splitter'* or the "lens system" is *' optwardlv p rotruded from the case." Therefore, 
Hunka does not disclose or teach a * 'a lifzht guide disposed at a sidewaH of thg case to intrp<iuce 
ggrtemal lights into the case, a portion of the light etiide being outwardly protruded frpMI tl^e 
case ." 

Therefore, Hunka does not disclose all of the limitations of amended Claim 1. 
Accordingly, Hunka does not anticipate amended Claim L AppUcants respectfully submit that 
amended Claim I is not further regect^d or objected and is therefore allowable. Reconsideration 
and allowance of Qaim 1 is respectfully requested. 

Ctaim Releetiann Under 35 U SJc. S103 

Claims 2-6 

Claims 2-6 are rejected under 35 U-S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunka in 
view of Son, U.S. Patent No. 6,74i;234 (hereinaiter "Son"). Applicants respectfuUy traverse. 

Fox an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of 
establishing that all elements of the invention are disclo sed in the prior art and that the prior art 
relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the art at the time of the mvention, 
must coptaip some suggesrion or incentive that wou ld have motivated the skilled artisan to 
modify a reference or combined references . In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed, Cir. 
1988); Jnite Wibon, 165USJ.Q.494,496 (C.C.P.A, 1970), Amgenv. Chugai Pharmaceutical 
Co., 927 U.S.P,Q.2d, 1016, 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1996). 

Claims 2-6 variously depend from Claim 1 and inherit all of the limitations of Claim 1. 
As discussed above, Hunka does not teach all of the limitations of amended Claim 1, particularly 

a light guide disposed at a sidowall of the case to introduce external lights into the case, a 
porticin of the light guide being outwardly pm trudcd from the case . . 

Son is relied iq>on as teaching 'the Ught guide'* is a ''prism" of the claimed invention. 
Son discloses a total reflection prism for allowing light emitted from a light source and 
irradiated through the irradiating lens to be located on a path where totaUy reflected light upon 
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the surface advances. (See Abstract, Son.) The prism 30 as illustrated in FIG. 7 aod described In 
Son at Col. 3, lines 44-5 1 is ^^wUrftiy e^wta^^ed in the housing 26. That is, no part of the prism 30 
is exposed to the outside of the housing 26. Therefore, Son also does not teach or "ftii^Lgfiide 
diapoaed at a sidewall of the c.!L<ie, to intro ^ yrB fntt a^^ liphta into the case, a portian of the Ught 
guide being outwardly Dro<nided from the case" of amended Claim 1 and does not remedy the 
deficiencies of Hunka. 

Thus, Hunka and Son, alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of amended Claims 2-6. Accordingly, jprtwa^ote obviousness does not exist 
regarding Claims 2-6 with respect to Hunka and Son. 

Since Hunka and Son fail to teach or suggest all of tiie limitations of Claims 2-6, one of 
ordinary skill at the time of Applicants' invention would not have a motivation to modify or 
combine the references, or a reasonable likelihood of success in forming the claimed invention 
by the Examiner's suggestion of modifying or combining the reference. Thus, here again, pWwa 
facie obviousness does not exist. 

Thus, the requirements o£ prime facie obviousness are not met by the Examiner's 
suggestion to combine Hunka and Son, Applicants lespectflilly submit that Claims 2-6 are not 
ftuther rejected or objected and are therefore allowable. Reconsideration and allowance of 
Claims 2-6 are respectfully requested. 

riaima 7 and 8 

Claims 7 and 8 are n>jected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunka 
in view of Seo, U.S. Patent No. 5,992,749 (hereinafter "Seo"). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of 
establishing that all elements of tba inventLon are disclosed in the t>rior art and that the prior art 
relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the art at the time of the invention, 
^»0t contain Bftme liugge rt mn or incentive that would have motivated the <ikilled u^^an, to 
twndiftf a refergncB or combijied Tefeiencea. In re Fine, 5 U.SP.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 
1988); In Re WVson, 165 U.S.P.Q. 494, 496 (C.C.P.A. 1970); Amgen v. Chugai PharmaceuHcals 
Co., 927 U.SJ.Q.2d, 1016, 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1996). 
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Claims 7 and 8 variously depend from Claim 1 and inherit all of the limitations of Claim 
1. As disoussed above, Hmika does not teach all of the limitations of amended Claim 1, 
particularly " a light guide disnosed at a sidcwall of the case to int roiface external Uehts into the 
case, a nortion of the light guM e hetng outwardly protni Jed friiin the case.'' 

Sco is relied upon as teaching ^irradiating external light onto the worktable" of the 
claimed invention. Seo discloses a prism 60 upon which light reflected by a mirror 40 is incident 
and the prism 60 is prided in and fixed to the casing- (CoL 3, lines 48-50 and Figures 1,5, 9 
and 1 1. The prism 60 as illustrated and described in Seo is entirelv contained in the casing 11, 
That is, no part of the prism 60 is exposed to the outside of the casing 1 1 . Therefore, Seo also 
does not teach or suggest a lieht guide disposed at a sidewall o f the case to introduce external, 
l ights into the case, a nortiOQ of the light guide being outwardly protruded from the ca« of 
amended Claim 1 and does not remedy the deficiencies of Hunka. 

Thus, Hunka and Sea, alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of Claims 7 and 8. Accordingly, prima facte obviousness does not exist legardiiig 
Claims 7 and 8 with respect to Hunka and Seo. 

Since Hunka and Seo fail to teach or suggest all of the limitations of Claims 7 and 8, one 
of driinary skill at the time of Applicants' invention would not have a motivation to modify or 
combine the references, or a reasonable likelihood of success in forming the claimed invention 
by the Examiner's suggestion of modifying or combining the reference. Thus, here again, priwic 
facie obviousness does not exist. 

Thus, the requirements of prime facie obviousness are not met by die Examiner's 
suggestion to combine Hunka and Seo regarding Claims 7 and 8. Applicants respectfully submit 
that Claims 7 and 8 are not further rejected or objected and are therefore allowable. 
Reconsideration and allowance of Claims 7 and 8 are respectfully requested 

Claims 9-16 

Claims 9-16 are redected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyon, U.S. 
Patent No, 4,521,772 (hereinafter •'Lyon") in view of Penet, Jr., et aL, (U.S. Patent No. 
5,736,686 (hereinafter "Perret'O- Applicants respectfully traverse. 
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For an obviousness lejeotion to be proper, the Examiner must meet flie burden of 
eatabtiBhing that elemente of the mvmtiQii are disclosed in the prior art and that the prior art 
i«Hed upon, coupled with knowledge generally avaUable in the art at the time of the invention, 
Trtiiflt <;*^9PtaiT^ pome suggestion or mcontive that would have motivated tbo skillcq art^spg t9 
modify a reference or combined referenceB . Jn re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 
1988); In Re Wilson, 165 U.S.P.Q. 494. 496 (C.CJ.A. 1970); Amgm V. Ckugai Pharmaceuticals 
Co., 927U.S.P.Q.2d, 1016. 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1996). 

Firstly, at Pages 9 and 10 of the Office action, it is conceded that Lyon does not oqjlicitly: 
disclose the components of the light concentrating pad, including "m naoer trugparent plate 
attached to the ootical wave guide for paaaing th e light reflected from the low^T WflCPting 
plate." However, it is further stated that Perret discIoBCS the components of the light 
conccntratnig pad of ClaimB 9 aJid 1 3. It is reasoned in the Response to Arguments at Pages 3 
and 4 of the OfBce action that either the (1) "top surface of a light guide" (Element 49) or (2) 
"difiuser" (Element 56) can be considered as an "umoer transparent elate attached to atop of 
the optical wave guide for passing the light reflected fawn the lower reflectipg plate" disclosed in 
Claims 9 and 13 of the claimed invention. Applicants respectfiilly disagree. 

The "top surface of a light guide" (Element 49) cannot be considered as disclosing "an 
upper transparent plate attached to the top of the optical wave guide" for at least the following 
reasons. Perret discloses all edges 30, 32, 34 and 36, the top surface 49 and the bottom surface 
51 of the light guide 14 aie initially high polished. (Col, 4, lines 43-47.) That is, the '"top 
surface" (Element 49) is contained in nnd Is a part of the "Ught guide" (Element 14), which is 
considered as the equivalent of the optical wave guide (Element 352) of the claimed invention. 
{See Figure 3 of the claimed invention.) In sum. because the "top surfece of a light guide" 
(Element 49) is not attached to the top of the optical light guide, but itself is a part of the optical 
light guide, it cannot be considered as the "unoer trans oarent plate attached to a top of ths 
optical wave gnide for pasainp the light rftflerted from the lower reflecting olate" disclosed in 
Claims 9 and 13 of the claimed invention. 

Secondly, at Page 9 of the Office action, the virtual bulb 52 is considered as disclosing 
the "light concentrating plate" of the claimed inventioiL 
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Claims 9 and 13 are azneadcd to recited, inter alia, 

"a light concentratiiig plate reflecting the light incident from the light source into the light 
concentrating pad; and 

an optical wave guide for passing the light reflected fiom the light concentrating plate. 

Perret disclose light 58 is itgected into flxe light guide 14 (considered as disclosing the 
•'optical wave guide'*) using bulbs 16 having an fi?)erture 40 allowing the light to be emitted to 
edges 30, 32, 34 of the light guide 14, the aperture 40 being aligned with an associated tight 
receiving edge of the Ught guide 14. (Col. 5, lines 6-14, Col. 14, lines 31-46 and Figure 1.) Due 
to leakage of li^t on fton4ight injected edges or edges that are not associated with the aperture 
40 of the associated bulbl6, a highly reflective coating or tape is covered on the front edge 36 of 
the light guide 14 to create a virtual bulb 52, {Id.) That is, the virtual bulb 52 is disposed where 
light is not incident to compensate for light leakage. Therefore, Peiret does not disclose ft light 
concentrating plate reflecting the light incide nt from the Usht sonrce Into the light 
concentrating nad and an optical wave gu ide for passing the Ught reOwted fron^ frff liRht 
concentratin y ^ plate of amended Claims 9 and 13. 

Thus, Lyon and Ferret, alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest alt of the 
limitations of amended Claims 9 and 13. Therefore, one of ordinary skill at the time of 
Applicants* invention would not have a motivation to modify or combine the references, or a 
reasonable likelihood of success in forming the claimed invention by the Examiner's suggestion 
of modifying or combining the reference. Thus, here again, prima facie obviousness does not 
exist regarding amended Claims 9 and 13 with respect to Lyon and Perret. 

Applicants ro^eotfully submit that Claims 9 and 13 are not further rejected or objected 
and are therefore allowable. Claims 10-12 and 14-1 6 variously depend from Claims 9 and 13, 
respectively, and are correspondingly allowable. Reconsideration and allowance of Claims 9-16 
are respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

All of tbc objections and rejections are herein overcome. In view of the foregoing* it is 
respectfully submitted that the instant plication is in condition for allowance. No new matter 
is added by way of the present Amendments and Remarks, as support is found throughout the 
original filed specification^ claims and drawings. Prompt issuance of Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' attorney at the below listed phone number 
regarding this response or otherwise conceniing the present application. 

Applicants hereby petition for any necessary extension, of time required under 37 C.F JL 
1.136(a) or 1. 136(b) which maybe required for entry and consideration of the present Reply. 

If there are any charges-due with respect to ttlis Amendmmt or otherwise, please charge 
Ihem to Deposit Account No. 06-1130 maintained by Applicants' attorneys. 



Respectfully submittedi 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 



By: 



Reg. No. 53,993 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
Customer Numbeor 23413 
SS Grtffin Road South 
Bloomfield» CT 06002 
Telephone (860) 286-2929 

Date: September 18, 2006 Facsimile (860) 286-01 15 
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